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This document presents the results of a survey of 
full-time faculty members at 4 California State Colleges, The survey 
was designed to discover the level of inilitancy within the faculty 
and to single out some other characteristics common to more militant 
professors. Highlights of the findings include: (1) Militant faculty 
are more likely to be in the disciplines associated with the 
Humanities and Social Sciences than in any of the other fields. (2) 
Militant professors are more likely to be those who view themselves 
as politically liberal or radical* (3) Although militant faculty 
members do not differ significantly from other professors in their 
educational perspectives ^ they do have a tendency to be mora research 
than teaching oriented. (U) The militant instructors tend to function 
socially within more narrow circles than do nonmilitant professors, 
and this appears both in their contacts with faculty and students. 
(5) Militant faculty are less satisfied with their careers, with 
their institutions, and with the general character of college 
teaching. (6) The highly militant professors tend to be persons who 
have been in college teaching long enough to reach intermediate rank, 
and are not as likely to be among the older or younger groups of 
professors* (Author/HS) 
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PROFESSORS, MILITANCE, AND PROFESSIONAU.SM 
One of the most interesting and potentially im^rtant dtvelopmants in 
American higher education duping the past few years has ^en given virtually 
no attention hy soQiologlsts, and until recently very little ty persons in 
other disciplines as well. This development has been the movement eollege 
and uni varsity f acuity members toward oeeupational militancy, and related to 
that movement their growing support for unionization and eolleetive bargaining. 
Similar movements which have taken place in other professional occupations 
have been uncler study for some tlrte. There is a llteraturt to which one can 
turn in seeldng to understand efforts toward eolleetive totion on the part of 
engineers, nuj'ses, industrial selentists, airi public school teaehers,^ To date, 
however, almost all of the researoh on nilltaney within American high*»r eduea- 
tion has been eoneerned with student unrest, and on^ a small number of empirioal 
studies have been fQcused upon the occupational militancy of faculty. 

One reason for the absence of much emplrieal work on professorial unionism 
and militancy is probably the fact that these phenomena have so far taken hold 
on only a relatively few campuses aerass the country. Recent data Indicates, 
for example, that eolleetive barialning has been astablished at only J7 univer- 
sities and oollegesiln the Unltetf Statea, Xmt, inoluded In that total of 37 
a.t9 the City University of New York, the State University of ffew York, the New 
jersey State College system, the Nebraska State Colleges, arri Central Miehigan 
University, 

The signifieanee of these early gains in the movement for professional 
organization and mllltaney has been such that the few close observers of the 
novenent are in agreement that within the next few years faculty will become 
ineraasingly railltant. In addition, they are also in agreement that collective 
barfalning will become mueh more widespread for urdversity airi college teachers. 
Finally, there can be little doubt that should these prediotions provo aecurate 
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the institutional and pedagogical ©frtati ^thin Amerloan hlghtr education will 
bo far reaching* 

Interestinglyp the few empirieal studies that have beeh done on faculty mili- 
tanoy» support for dollectivo bargaining, Afd support for unionism have all been 
cor^uctod within the California Stat© College syitem. mm California Stat© Collegd 
do not have oojloctive targaining contracts with faculty, but the system has been 
the sit© of the longest aampaign militant professors to organise college 
teaohers and to win bargaining rights* The drainatie and widely jmbllciged faculty 
strike at San Francisco State College was but one illustration of this militanoy 
on the part of state college Instruotora. 

Although the oonditlons of higher education in California probably differ by 
dep-ae from those in other states It Is unllktly that the differences would ba so 
great as to render data seeurad in California as inapplicable to what is or will 
take place elsewhere. Similarly, -fetate college faculty are probably different 
±i\ TWieus ways from college professors in private inttltutions and from these 
teaching in universities ^ b«t again such dlfferenoos are undoub^bly of degree 
and not of Idnd. Thus, the data which will be examined in the remainder of this 
paper, while based upon a unique papulation, should have an applicability for 
faoulty generally* 

Several surveys whose main concern has been faculty unionism and militancy 
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have been done among Calif eri^a State College faculty over the past few years* 
The data reported here was from one of those surveys cenduat^ by me during the 
Spring of 1968, 

The sawple osleetad for th« study was restrioted to full-time faeulty at 
four northern CalSfornla state oollegei. Of that papulation a queationnaire 
was BflilBd to fifty pereent of the teaehers at eaah of the Institutions - a total 
of 1,106 pf rsons. Of thoie liMliided in the survey 527 persona replied, but of 
these responses 30 proved unmseable for variqus reasons. Thus the effaetlTe re- 

O 

ERJC spanse was 497, yieHing a response rate of 44,9 peroent. 



The questionnaire was designad to explore a range of questiorts doaling with 
faaulty aupport for ynionisifi airi the extent of ocoupatlonal mllltaney among pro- 
feisora. In earlier papers I have attempted to analyse the variables aasociated 

with faculty support for or oppoaition to eollacti^e bargaining arri urdonluation, 
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and in this dlfioussion the feeus shall be upon militanoy alone* 

Mllitanoy was gauged by reeana of a seal©, whioh in turn was baaed upon five 
of the questions in the queationnaire* The questiona dealt with the degree of 
support or opposition of the resj^ndents tas 1) strildng for a Job-relatad 
reasoni 2) striking on an issue at aeademio f^eoJoni 3) demonstrating in the 
state capltol to oall attention to faculty problemai ^) dep^nstrating in the 
aommunity where the eallege is located to oall attention to faculty probleaa? 
and 5) a statement that greater inilitanoy Is necesiary to solve the problems of 
the profession* Responses were wighted by the apeclfie reply given to each of 
the Itena and each respondent was then assigned a score derived from the total of 
these veightad an§werag The resulting scores were oorabined to produce three 
eategories for analysis i highly militant, militant, and nor^militant* Of the . 
^97 respondents; 72 (14*5^) were elaasified as highly militant, 95 (19. 1^) as 
Bdlitant, and 33O (66 ^kf) as nor^militant. 

It was Initially hypothesized that the emergei^e of militanoy was assooiated 
with age differentials a^ng profeasora. More specif ioally, it was expects that 
militanoy would be higher aft^ng younger faaulty and lower among older profeaaorst 
To the extent this proved true the development of militant professionalism in 
the ocoupation could be attribited to a "new wave" of faculty entering the pro* 
feaslon* A relationslilp between age and mllltenoy did. In fact, appear but net 
quite as antielpated. To suimnarlze the filing, the median age of highly militant 
faeulty was 38,5 years, of militant prof easors 41,0 years, and of nor^militant 
instruetors 45.1 ^ars* Significant as these age differences may be they hardly 
demonstrate a generation gap between younger and older professors, and age oan be 
viewed at best as only one factor affecting faeulty aiHtancy. 



When aeademio rank is ©xaminQd tht r©lations)iip of age and militanoy ^eomea 
iOMwhat clearer. As Table 1 shows Aseoeiate PMftasors are mBt markedly over- ^ 
Teprmsmntmd among the highly militant faculty. As one would prftdiot there is also 
an OYarrepreientation of Assistant ftofessors anwng the militant and an urrierrepre- 
sentation of Pull ft*ofeisore, but the moTQ outstairiing pattern is that ©f the 
Associate Professors. Mllitaney Is thus less of a reaotlon of young, new faculty 
against the aoademio "system" than it is a reaction of persons Intermediate in 
the academic heirarohyi 

Academic diselplin© has long'^en a signlfieant variable In affeoting the 
perspectives and orientations of colleg© teachers. Du« to selective recruitment 
into the different fields , different patterns of socialization into the disciplines, 
and the inhsrent oharacter of maLi^ of the fields, professora In the several acadawio 
areas often differ greatly on Issues within academla* mlitanoy is no exeeption 
18 Table 2 reveals # MUtant professors are much more Itkmly to in one of the 
disciplines of the Huinanities or Social Sciences than ary other* When looked at 
from the broader s^i^point of the liberal arts and the professional fields, the 
pattern is still quite mar!^. That is, when the humanities, social sciences, and 
natural scienoes are considered as a group it is found that of the high^ militant 
8^.?^ are in the Hbaral arts, of the militant 71,5^, while of the non-militant 
only 58*2^ are in those disciplines # 

Political orientation is still another variable one wuuld expeot to be re«^ 
latod to faculty mlli^noy. In the sui^ey the respondents were aslred to identify 
themselves in torms of their general political orientation and Table 3 indicatos 
the relationship of these responses to militancy* A markedly higher proportion 
of those who are highly milltont and Rdlltant view themselves as liberal or 
radical, while a much higher percentage of the non-mllltant see themselves as 
moderate or conservative* 

The ©xtont to which these differeneea are reflected in general edueational 
orientotion is much less than expected. Faculty views as to the main purpose of 



higher adueationi and in torms of their own ©dueational eommitmsnts^ do not 
differ greatly t^tween the militant and non*i!illitant initrttotori. Orientation 
relative to rtaearoh and teaohlng, however, does differ between the two groups , 
The highly militant faculty are more likely to irriiaate that their main interest 
Is in reiearah than the non<-milltant, but eTen at that the greatest wajority of 
the highly militant initrudtora view themselves as primarily teaohers. (See 
Table 

The fact that a aomewhit higher proportion of the highly militant faoulty 
sm& their main Interest in researah while their emplbsment within a systein of 
eolleges whose prime miaaion is teaehing o^ns other areas far analysis. That is 
It is possible that oocupatianal fflllitanoy is ii^re a produot of profesalonsl 
dissatisfaetion than atruatural or orlentational faators. 

On questions aslrtng If the respondent still beaome a professor were 

h© to begin his eareer again no aignifiaant differences appeared between the 
miUtant and non-militant Instruators. Similarly, when asked if they would 
ehoose the same disaiplinos were they to begin anew no differenoes deTeloped be* 
tween the groups. When asked, hewever, if they plan to remain in aollege % 
teaahing a larger proportion of the highly militant replied no (12#5^ compared 
to 7M of the iidlltant, and 4,2^ ©f the TOn^mllltant), The militants also 
expressed a lower level of intent to remain at their present institution (52.8^ 
of the high^sr militants planned to Wmain at their present collegep 57.951 of the 
iri.lltantS| and $5^% of the non«milltants). 

Job and institutional dissatlsfaotlon is sometimes affeated by the extent 6f 
integration into the work organiEation, When these faatorg were pirsued in the 
analyais It was fourri that the more highly militant prafeiiors are more likely 
to limit their soaial eon-Uats to other memt^rs of their departments and to 
other membsrs of the teaohlng faoulty. In addition, the highly mlUtant in* 
struotors report ha^ng clos© eontaats with a smaller mimber af students than 
do the non^militantse 



These differences are not definitive, but they do suggest thit professorial 
wilitancy may be related to the depth of integration of the inftruotfirs into 
the institutions at whloh they teaeh. Another of the questions places a little 
Biore light on this issue. When askBd if they would aeeept a position, at the 
same rank and salair, with the University of CaUfornia, the highly militant 
professors Indlcatod a greater willingness to make sueh a wo-s-e. Of the highly 
militants 45.8^ stated they would aeeept sueh a change, Wf.Zl of the militants 
itated the sane reply, but of the non-rdUtanti only 35, 2^ indloated they would 
nake such a inove* 

Dissatisfaetlon with the general state of teaehlng in ABerlean higher educa- 
tion was also Mgher among the highly mlUtant professori. On one iten the res- 
pondents were asked their agreement or disagrtement with the statement that most 
teaching in modern eellegos and unlTersitles was so bad that the majority of 
faeultr ought to be sued for malpractice, Slxty^one percent of the highly tidlitant 
faculty wambers agreed with the statement. Of the militant professors 43*3^ 
agreed, airi of the non-nilitanta eiriorsed the statement. 

Various ether faetors could be explored in the effort to explain and under- 
Btand the emergence of mllitaney among professors. In addition, nore refined ■ 
analysis is also in order to more precisely identify the relationships between 
adlitaney and the Tarlables discussed in this paper, Aa time, resourees, and 
energy permit I hope to aeeOMpUih these goals. Still, based upon the data 
eertain tentative eenelusions can to drawn which might proTe of Talue for the 
de-trelopffient of future hypotheses. . 

1, mutant faculty are more litely to be in the disoiplines assoeiated >dth 
the Himanitles and Social ScloMes than in ai^ of the other fields found 
in a eollege or UidTerslty, 

2. Jttlitant professors are more likely to be those who view theBselYes as 
politically (and probably socially) liberal or radical. 
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3. Although mi Hunt faculty wmbera do not differ signifloMtly from othor 
professor, in thair educational perspactivBs, thay do hare a tawdency to 
bt BOM MBtaPoh than teaehing orientsd and to bs wore interested in 
aoTing to an inatitution which will allow mora opportunities for the 
expression of this InteMst, 

The militant inatruetors t«nd to fAinotion socially within more narrow ' 
circles than do non-militant profeators, and this appears both in th.ir 
contaots with faculty and students. 

5. Militant faculty are less aatisfied with their aarters, with their 
institutions and with the general charaetAr^f aollege teaching - 
than is true of non-miliUnti. 

6. ThB highly miUtant professors terri to be persons who hare been in col. 
Itga teaching long enough to reach Interflsedlate rank (Associate ftofessor), 
and are mt as likely to be among the older or younger groups of pro- 

The last point is interesting 1„ tlmt slmil^i, findings ha^e oome from 
studies of unionism among industrial engineer,. Seidman, i„ a study of union 
support among a body of engineers. fou,ri that the highest levels of support ea«. 
from middle-aged engimers who were beginning to sense a closure 1„ tarms of 
their career ambitions. That is, those who ware ^st supporti^ of the union 
wore persons who felt their early ambitions were becoming less likely of realisa- 
tion and, whose mobility wa. becoming more restricted, lb these people unionism 
MPMsentsd a difonsire iMohatilsn, 

Th. d.t. .x«d„,d her. .ugg„t. th.t . ,l,ril.r proe... «y b. .t work ,«„g 
oolleg, t.«h.r.. The. f„„ltj, ,o^t«l to th.lr pr.f..„rl.l c.«,r.. but «„- 
tappy with it for o™ or .»,th,r r..,o„, „.„ to b. th, p,r.on. »,.t likely to 
b. in th. r.nk, of th. hlehly ,dHt.„t. With th. l.„Ui„j of coll.^, er.roU^„u. 
. tighter ™rk.t for .eo„rl„g portion, in „.d..i., ,„d i„„„i„j „.trt,tion. 
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upon the finaneial sup^rt for highar education, it is possible thit the numberi 
of peoplo in thii of position will Inorease. Given that possibility, the 

predietioni of grtater mlHtanoy and growing support for oolleative hargaining 
in eollogea arid uniTeriitias siQifi quite valid, 

A good deal mrm empirical researoh la nicessary to adequately ufrferatairi 
theae moven^nti wMeh are taking told in unlTOrslty and college faeultlei, It 
is also oritiaal that work be done on th© potential oonsequenoes of profissorial 
militancy, in teras of the oharaater of Institutions of higher edueation, the 
natur© of ©duaation itself, arri tto future of the profession. Hopefully the data 
disouaaed here will provide sowe benohnarks for suah future researoh. 



NOTES 

!• For examples of suoh restarah see the works of Ronald Corwin, Stephen Colo, 
Joil Stidman, Arehie faeingartner, arri Barnart Goldstein. 

2, . Four of these aurveya arei Una, Robert E,, Faaulty Unionism in a Callfor^ 
nia State College , Unpubliahed Ph,D, Dissertation, University of Iowa, 196? i 
Haehn, Jases 0,, A Study of ^ade Unionism Among State Collage ft'ofessars . 
Unpublishsd Ph,D* Dissertation, Univeriity of California, Eterkeley, 1969r 
Haehn, James 0,, A Survey of Faaulty and Administrator Attitudes on Collea- 
tivQ Bargaining, Idb Angeles, Aaedemlo Senata of the Calif ornla~ State Colleges 
I97O1 and Dovall, Vrilliam B,, Colleative Bargaining airi College Professors i 
A Saffiple Survey , ditto, Departmont of Soaiolo^, tobsldt State Colitge, I97I, 

3f The relationahipa between faaulty aharaaterlstias and support for unionisation 
and oolleative bargaining wer© disausaed in A Survey of Fnaulty and Administra- 
tor Attitu des Toward Colleative ^rgainlng. op, ait.i Colloative Bargaining^ in 
Highir Edueation, a paper prtsented to the California Eduoational ResearGh' " 
Aasoalation, April, 1971| airi In The Soeial Solentlgt In the California State 
Colleges, a paper prtsentod to the Comiunity College Saalal Seler^e Aasooia- 
tlon» Octotor, 1971. 



4^, Seal Seidman, Joel a^ Cain, Glen G,, "Unianlg^ Engineers airf Chemists", 
Journal of Buslneas . 3?, July, 19^- 
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Rank 



Profassor 

Associate Ppofeasop 

Assistant ftnsfassor 

Other 

No answflF 



Aoademio Rank and Milltaney 
(pereent) 



ifilitant 



Total t 
N t 



38.9 
0 

1.4 



Militant 
40.0 J 



Non-Militant 



100.0 
72 



23.2 
31.6 
4.2 

UP 



100.0 

95 



40.6 f 

24,8 

30.0 

3.6 

1.0 



100.0 
330 



Total 



37.4 $ 

ze,B 

31.6 
3.2 
1.0 



100.0 



TABIi; 2 



Diselpline 



iSifflanitias 

Social Sclanees 44.4 

Natural Seieneef l2ii 

Other rid beral Arts 1,4 

Engineering 0 

Education 6.9 

Builness 0 

OtherfProfessional 8,3 

itoanawer 0 



Aeadtmio Disaipllne and Mlitanoy 
(percent) 



Highly 
Mlitant 



lotal I 
N I 



99.9 
72 



mutant 


Non-Hilitant 


Itotal 


lfe.9# 


20.0 i 


20.7 % 
25.6 


33.7 


19.1 


18.9 


19.1 


18.1 


0 


0 


.2 


3.2 


3.3 


2.8 


7.4 


12.1 


10.5 


5.3 


8.8 


6,8 


12.6 


17.0 


14.9 


0 


.6 


.4 


100,0 


100.0 


100.0 


95 


330 


497 



Orientation 



Conservative 
Kodtrate 
liberal 
Radleal 
No an sver , 



Total 
N 



lABIl 3 

Politieal Orientation atA fttlitanoy 
(pereer.t) 



Ittghlv 
Mil itant 



6.9 

68a 
19.4 

4.2 



100,0 
72 



miitant 



5.3 % 
29.5 
50.5 
10.5 

4,2 



100.0 
95 



Son-miitant 

"tTsT" 



4?.6 
40,6 
1.8 
2.1 



99.9 

330 



Total 



38,2 

46.5 
6,0 
2,8 



99.9 
497 
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TABIB 4 



Main Intsroit and Mill tarwy 
(porosnt) 



Main Intereat 


laghly 
Militant 


miitant 


ffen-Mlltant 


Itotal 


Researah 
Taaohing 
No answei* 


26.^ % 
70.8 

a. 8 


20.0 % 
80.0 
0 


17.3 % 
80.6 
2,1 


19. iT 
79.1 
1.3 


Total 1 
a i 


100.0 
72 

• 


100,0 
95 

TABI£ 5 


100.0 
330 


100.0 

497 




Soelal Contaets and Mllitangy 
(pepotnt) 




Social oontaets 
mainly 1 


ffighly 
miitant 


fttlltant 


Non-ffilitant ' 


total 


with mtMbers of ths 
taaohing faoulty 


79.2 i 


67,^ i 


56.756 


62,0 $ 


with msmbars of yoVLT 
aoademio departmant 


56.9 




40.6 


43.7 


numbsr of atuddnts with 
whom you hay© olos© 
aontaotis 










15 or loss 

16 or more 


55.5 
^3.0 


^9,5 
k8»k 


41.8 
57.6 


45.2 
53.7 
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